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REMARKS 

Paragraph I iff ^hc Qfficc Action 

Claim 3 is objected to because it lacks antecedent basis U) "suid fTont side'\ 
5 Claim 9 is objected to because it does not end in. a period. Appropriate correction 
required. 

Claim 3 ha.s been cancelled. 

Claim 9, according to applicant's original iiling, appears to end in a period. 
Applicant has therefore not amended claim 9 but does request that ihc Examiner make 
1 0 such an amendment by Examiner's amendment if it is still believed thai a period is 
required. 

I'he applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the objection. 

Paragraph 2 of the Office Actiiin 

15 I'he drawings are objected to as Imling to comply with 37 CFR 1 ,84(p)(5) because 

tlicy do not include reference number 5 mentioned in the description* 

A replacement Figure I has been submitted witli this response. Applicant 
re^quests nolilicalion by the Examiner if a fonnaJ sheet needs to be mailed to the Oflice. 

Withdmwal of the objection is respectfully requested by the applicant. 

20 

Paragraphs 3-16 of the Office Action 

Claims 1 , 2, and 7 are rejected under 35 U-S-C, I03(o) as being unpatentable over 
US. Patent Number 5,560,113 to Simo in view of U.S. Patent Number 6,397,483 to 
Perkins. Claims U 3*6 and S are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatenUible 
25 over U.S. Patent Number 5,720,270 to Meicke in view of Simo and Perkins. Claim 9 is 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over Meicke in view of Simo and 
Perkins. 

Claims 2 and 3 have been cancelled. 

Claim 1 has been amended and now includes the limitations of claim 3 and a 
30 portion of claim 2. Claim 1, in particular, now includes a moimtlng assembly that 

includes a IitnL ridge attached to the front side of the first wall. Such u structure has three 
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benefits which are not shown in the prior art. The first, as stated by the Examiner, is that 
the repositioning of the loop is much easier and quicker than shown in Meicke. The 
second is that rhis positioning places the center of gravity of the loop closer to the bow, 
which is an advantage over Sitno. Third, this type of mounting stiticture allows for the 
5 electronics needed to provide lighted sights which cannot be done with the Mcickc. Each 
of these shall be addressed in turn. 

rhe first benefit, thai applicant's device is much easier to adjust than Meicke, is 
acknowledged by the Examiner. However, the Examiner states that such a structrure 
would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to use the same ridge. Tt is 

1 0 respectfully submitted to the Hxamiiier that this is simply htndsigiit reasoning because if 
such a structure is so obviously beneficial, why did Meicke use it for one poition of a 
bmcket, element 44, but not for the second portion attached to the loop? One reason lor 
this is because Mcickc is using the loop as part of the bracket itself This is not what 
applicant has dune. Applicant includes a mounting assembly attached to the loop» not tlie 

1 5 loop fonniog part of the mounting assembly, Meicke's fasteners 74 extend througli the 
loop itself, this structure is not analogous to that of applicant's device. Thus, not only 
can the modiHcation not be obvious in light of the fact Meicke specifically uses it for one 
function but not another, but the structure includes the IcMip and therefore cannot be used 
as analogous ait with respect to applicant's device. 

20 The second benefit includes the advantage ofretaining the loop closer to the bow 

to ensure that the center ofgravity of the loop does not bias the leveling of the bow, 
Simo uses a bracket assembly that is attached to an outer edge of the loop, not the front of 
the loop. Meicke could not have taught Simo any modifications because Meicke extends 
fasteners 74 through elongated slots 50, 52 in the loop itself 1 his leads to the third 

25 benelit, which is that these elongated slots would prevent the Insertion of electronics, 
light emitting diodes and fiber optics in the loop adjacent to the pins where they need to 
transfer light. Because of this neither Simo, Perkins nor applicant would look to Meicke 
for a mounting apparatus. That the Rxaminer has still made this combination, in view of 
the Fact that their c^jmbination would prevent Simo and Perkins from working properly is 

30 evidence of hindsight reconstruction. Finding elements alone is not enough; there must 
be motivation to make the combination. 
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Thus* every elemenl ofa claimed invention may often be found 5n the prior art. 
See id. However, identification in the prior art of each individual part claimed 
is insufficient to defeat patentability of Ihe whole claimed invcntioo* See id. 
Rather, to establish obviousness based on a combination ol'the elements disclosed 
5 in the prior art, there must be some motivation, suggestion or leaching of the 

desirability of making the speciile combination that was made by ihc applicant. 
See In re Dance, 160 .F.3d 1339, 1343, 48 nSP02d 1635, 1637 (Fed. Cir. 
1998); In re Gordon, 733 F.2d 900, 902, 221 USPQ 1 125, 1 127 (Fed. Cir. 1984)- 

10 Tn re Kotz ab. 55 USPQ2d 1313, 1316 (Fed. Cir, 2000), Here the Examiner has found 

some of the elements of applicant's device, but upon looking at the prior art, it is apparent 
that such a combination would never be made because tlie combination would not work 
properly for the intended use. 

Based on these reasi^ns, it is respectfiilly submitted that amended claim 1^ claim 9 
IS and all remaining claims depending from claim 1 arc in condition tor allowance. 
The applicant rcspectftilly requests withdrawal of the rejection. 



8 

PAGE 9/11 *R(»rD AT 11/7/20054:53:26 PM [Eastern 



.NaU-07-2005 16:53 From: 



6053341574 



To:USPTO 



P. 10^11 



CONCLUSION 

In light of the foregoing amendmenus und remarks, early consideration and 
aliowaace of this application are most courteously solicited. 

Refspectfully subniiued, 

Sean A. Kaufliold (Reg. No. 46,820) / ' / 

P.O. Box 89626 
15 Sioux Falls, SD 57109 

(605)334-1571 FAX (605) 334-1574 
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